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REMARKS: 

Claims 1 , 3-7, 11,12, 14-16, and 20-28 arc presently pending in the applicatioa Ciaims 
1 and 12 are in independent form 

The Examiner rejected claims 25 and 28 under §1 12, second paragraph because the 
Examiner argued that the phrase "belt position" was unclear. By this amendment. Applicant 
has deleted the phrase, and the rejection has been overcome. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 7, II, and 21-23 were rejected under §103 over Osbom in view of 
Yamamura. Osbom lacks the protrusions required by the Applicant's claims. Osbom teaches 
a 'Very thin and flexible" tape (col. 4, lines 17-18) so that it can be twisted. In fact, the tape is 
only 0.040" thick (col. 4, lines 27-32) of woven material such as used for seat belts so that it 
can be twisted. As a result, there is no way to incorporate the timing belt of Yamamura and 
the proposed combination is inq)Toper. The Examiner has the burden of showing why one of 
ordinary skill in the art would modify Osbom with Yamamura based upon the teachings of 
those references- Specifically, the Examiner has Med to deimnstrate how the thin belt of 
Osbom wouki incorporate the protrusions of Yamamura based upon the teachings of those 
references. How would nnft make prntnisinnj; nnt nf the thin wnven material fhar i*; 
"cotntrytnly used in seat belt*;?' The referenre.<; prrtvide no teachings tn nne nf nrHinary gkill 

trt how this wnuld hft donp As a result, the references cannot properly be combined. 

Claims 21 -23 are also allowable over Osbom and Yamamura because the references do 
not disclose the limitatk)ns recited in these claims. The Examiner under the "Response to 
Arguments" section refers to Colell, however, this rejection does not rely upon Colell. 
Accordingly, the Examiner at a minimum must withdraw the rejection of claims 21-23 under 
this combination. 

In the last OfiSce Action, the Examiner provkled a new rejection to claims 1, 3, 4, 21, 
and 25-28 under §103 over LeCompagnon in view of ColelL Tbs Examiner relies upon Colell 
to provide a belt having a phffality of protrusions. The Examiner argues that the motivation to 
iTwdify T>eCompagnon would to be **to provide a more efficient means for transmitting force 
between the motor and glass support member." However, there is no teachings in the 

references to this effect. Why Hof^ the Fyaminer feel that T jpCi\Tnpii^m Ls inefficient*^ Why 
wruilH nne nf nrrlinaiy <i\c\\] nee the helt nf r.oleH instead? The Fvaminer is clearly pirking anH 
chnnsing element s firnm the refe renre tn a<i<tf>mh1e all nf the rlaim terms As SUCh, the rejection 


